
companies, on the other hand, do have problems with state
lending laws; the maximum legal loan allowed is $2,500.
This severely restricts their ability to provide financing
for extensive improvements.

• The holder-in-due-course ruling has had little effect on area
institutions' home improvement lending because the use of
dealers is extremely limited. But, it was the op1n10n of
most that the ruling has had the effect of reenforcing
their policy of limited dealer paper involvement.

(d) Uses of Home Improvement Loans

• The primary uses of HILs are:

exterior siding and roofing
heating system installation
room additions and modernization
swimming pools
water softening units

(5) Title I Assessment

• The two banks that were currently utilizing the Title I
program cited no problems with the program.

• Banks that do not utilize the program seem to feel that
since home improvement lending ~is not high risk, the
government insurance provides little incentive.

• The only change recommended for Title I was the expansion
of the list of eligible improvements.

(6) City Involvement

• Newburgh's Community Development Department has provided
home improvement assistance through the HUD 312 loan and
grant program. The program has provided funds for some
low-income residents who in most cases could not qualify
for loans from conventional banking institutions. The
program's overall impact on home improvement financing
is somewhat limited in that its use is directed primarily
toward housing and fire code violations. Thus a great
many of the improvements funded under the program are
more appropriately designated as repairs.

(7) Contractors

• Home improvement contractors are generally small (one-man)
operations.
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• They typically do not provide financing and prefer not to.
Most do refer prospective clients in need of financing to
local banking institutions.
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e. READING, SMSA

(1) Interviews

Banks

Savings and Loans
Credit Unions
Finance Companies
Contractors
Material Suppliers
Others

TOTAL

(2) Statistical Information

Number

5 (5 nationally
chartered)

2
2
2
1
o
2

14

Total Assets of Financial Institutions
Total Loans Outstanding
Total Consumer Loans Outstanding
Total Horne Improvement Loans Outstanding
Number/Percent Using Dealers
Average Dealer/Direct Ratio
Average Size Horne Improvement Loans Made
Average Interest Rate on Horne Improvement Loans
Number/Percent Making Title I Loans

$2,094,057,304
$1,611,377,780
$ 220,951,233
$ 49,525,000

4/26%
1.2/98.8

$ 3,277
13.5%
0/0

( 9)
(11)
( 8)
( 9)
(11)
(10)
( 9)
(11)
(11)

The city of Reading is located 65 miles west of Philadelphia. It has
a population (which has been declining) of 80,000, 6 percent of which
is non-white. The local economy features manufacturing and farming,
and one of the lowest unemployment rates (4 percent) in the country.
The SMSA had 17 banks and 5 savings and loans, at the time of the·
field visit which took place on September 16/17, 1976.

(3) Findings Based on Statistical Material

9 Savings and loans do not get involved in horne improvement
lend·ing except as a service to existing first mortgage
customers.

• Horne improvement loans represent a small portion of the
loan portfolio but make up a greater portion of consumer
loans. HILs range from 1 percent to 3 percent of total
loans and 7.5 percent to 30 percent of consumer loans
(for banks, credit unions and finance companies).

• The average HIL is close to $3,800 for both banks and
credit unions while those of finance companies are
generally about $2,000.



• Interest rates on HILs offered by the commercial banks
ranged from 9.5 to 17.15 percent. Credit unions charge
12 percent while the finance. companies' rates are 14
percent to 22.8 percent.

• There is little dealer lending in the area. The three
banks indicated that dealer loans represented 1-6 percent
of all home improvement loans.

(4) Principal Non-Statistical Issues or Findings

(a) Interest in Home Improvement Lending

• There does seem to be considerable interest in home
improvement lending,at least among the large commercial
banks in the area. While all the banks and finance
companies interviewed do some advertising, the three
larger banks had extensive spring and early summer
campaigns to promote HILs. The advertising campaigns
typically offer preferred-rates (9.5 percent to 12.5
percent). The spring specials were labeled successful
in each instance, as significant gains in the number
and dollar volume of HILs were realized.

• Newer banks complained of difficulty in getting into
the home improvement area. The reason they stated for
this situation was that since they do not hold the first
mortgage, they do not get the improvement loan business.

• Credit unions (of which there are about 14 in the area)
do provide a considerable amount of home improvement
financing in the area. One of the two unions interviewed
ranked fourth among the eleven financial institutions
contacted, in terms of total loans outstanding.

(b) Lending Policies and Practices

• The maximum HIL offered is generally $10,000, though
most banks indicated that loans above $5,000 are the
exception rather than the rule. The' range in maximum
terms for local financial institutions is from 3 to
10 years.

• Loan application evaluations hinge primarily on the
individuaf s credit rating, his job stability and his
ability to pay· (income versus expenses).

• Loans are typically secured by a second mortgage or
lien against the property. In one or two instance~,

other forms of collateral are accepted.
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(c) Effects of State and Other Regulations

• There were generally no complaints about state or federal
regulations. State-chartered savings and loans are
restricted from making HILs as such but do so through
the refinancing of mortgages. Finance companies are
restricted to a maximum loan of $5,000, but expressed
no difficulties.

o Only one institution contacted had any serious concern
about the holder-in-due-course ruling. It appears the
lack of concern is primarily due to the limited involvement
of contractors in the financing process.

(d) Uses of Horne Improvement Loans

• The primary uses of HILs are:

siding
room additions
kitchen remodeling
heating systems

(5) Title I Assessment

• The only institution that stated it had had any Title I involve
ment indicated that it had dropped the program because of the
excessive paperwork. In this case, Title I had been dropped in 1962
anCt t~1e respondent did not know the details surrounc1inl?: the decision.

• Probably the main reason that Title I is not used is the
12 percent maximum interest. (The state of Pennsylvania
allows an interest rate·up to.15 percent.)

(6) City Involvement

• The Community Development Department in the city
is in the process of developing a revolving loan
to finance horne improvements. The loan could be
code violation repairs or cosmetic improvements.
the features of the program are cited below:

of Reading
program
used for

Some of

a line of credit is provided to the city by a bank
(or banks) at a rate of 4.5 percent for HILs (this
financing would be tax-free for the bank)
10 percent of the line of credit is retained for
defaults
the bank is paid 0.5 percent of the loan for servicing
and processing of loan applications
the city offers the loans to borrowers at 5 percent
for a maximum of seven years
all improvements will be estimated by housing inspectors
and put out for bids to three contractors.
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5. CONCLUSIONS

a. Aggregate Findings

(1) Intervie~ls

Banks
Savings and Loans
Credit Unions
Finance Companies
Contractors
Building Material Suppliers
Others

TOTAL

(2) Statistical Information

Total Assets of Financial Institutions
Total Loans Outstanding
Total Consumer Loans Outstanding
Total Home Improvement Loans Outstanding
Number/Percent Using Dealers
Average Dealer/Direct Ratio
Average Size Home Improvement Loans Made
Average Interest Rate on Home Improvement Loans
Percent Making Title I Loans

Number

35
21
10

6
14
10
25

121

$18,653,189,600
$ 8,812,475,500
$ 1,057,353,800
$ 141,7LI7 ,300

13/28~~

10/90
$ 3,115

12.4%
58.7%

The field reconnaissance involved interviews with 72 financial institu
tions. 50 percent of this sample was composed of commercial banks, 30
percent savings and loans, and the remainder was divided between finance
companies and credit unions. Based on the date furnished by respondents,
this sample represented institutions currently holding assets of almost
$18.6 billion with consumer loans outstanding of over $1 billion. Home
improvement loans currently outstanding for these lenders are nearly $142
million. Presented below are findings based on aggregated data from the
five site visits.

(3) Findings Based on Statistical Material

e Home improvement loans outstanding represent less than
2 percent of total loans outstanding and 13 percent of
consumer loans outstanding.

e While only 28 percent of the institutions utilize dealers,
more than half (58.7 percent) use the Title I program.

• The average interest rate charge of 12.4 percent is
almost identical to the Title I rate maximum.
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• The average home improvement loan provided by these institu
tions is $3,115.

(4) Principal Non-Statistical Issues or Findings

(a) Interest in Home Improvement Lending

• Of the institutions surveyed, commercial banks are .the
most active in home improvement lending. Most institu
tions making home improvement loans advertise for them.

• Savings and loans (except in certain instances) are less
likely to be significantly involved in home improvement
lending and in many cases do so only as a service to
existing customers.

e Credit unions and savings banks are very interested in
home improvement lending.

• Home improvement loans are generally considered profitable
and almost unanimously acclaimed as safe (1 to 3 percent
default rates would seem to support this statement).

(b) Lending Policies and Practices

• The most critical criteria in evaluating a home improvement
loan application are the borrower's credit rating, job
stability, and the relationship between his monthly income
and expenses.

• The m~n~mum home improvement loan is usually no less than
$500, while the maximum loan rarely exceeds $lO,OOQ._
Kansas City is an exception to that; home improvement
loans of $1,200 or less are rarely made. Purchases of
that size are handled by credit cards or cash savings.

o Some lenders are more restrictive in their lending policies
than is required by Title I. They tend to limit loan terms
to 5-7 years and amounts to $6-7,500.

(c) Effects of State and Other Regulations

o Few banks had significant problems with the holder-in-due
course ruling and its effects have been generally as
follows:

banks now screen prospective dealers more carefully;
some institutions require indemnification;
others simply reaffirmed their existing policy of
not making dealer loans.
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o State regulatory and usury laws are significant in determining
whether a particular institution can make home improvement
loans and the amount of funds which it can make available.
In the state of New York, savings banks were only recently
allowed to make home improvement loans other than Title I loans,
while Pennsylvania state-chartered savings and loans cannot
make home improvement loans at all. In New York, finance
companies are limited from providing loans for extensive improve
ments because state laws only allow a $5,000 loan maximum

• Most of the financial institutions surveyed did not feel that
their state usury laws were too restrictive with respect to
home improvement lending. Minnesota's law provided an
exemption to the usury 'rate for Title I until June 1976.

(5) Title I Assessment

• Title I is by and large viewedfavorabl~ though there is
some disagreement about the amount of red tape associated
with being a Title I lender.

• Title I insurance has clearly been responsible for getting
many banks (particularly smaller state banks) involved in
home improvement lending. '

• Three of the SMSAs (Louisville, Kansas City, Minneapolis)
surveyed are active Title I areas; in ~ach case the
percentage of institutions using Title I was 69 percent or
more. Newburgh was much less involved with only 33 percent
of· its institutions using the FHA program, while none of
the Reading institutions use Title I.

• A key factor which determines the use of Title I in a parti
cular state is the competitiveness of the Title I 12 percent
rate with the state's legal interest rate limit. Pennsylvania
state law allows a maximum 15 percent interest rate on home
improvement loans; lenders do not use Title I. Institu~

tions in other states also cited limited use of the program
prior to the raising of the interest rate t~ 12 percent in
1974 .

•. Despite the limited criticism of the program, there are
several recommendations made for changes. They include the
following:

extended terms ori loan repayment
increase maximum loan allowed
expanded list of eligible improvements
better publicized Title I program through advertising
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(6) Local Programs

• Each of the sample cities have some type of home repair
or improvement program, if only the 312 program.

• Three of the cities have implemented new or innovative
local home improvement programs. Reading and Louisville
have entered agreements with local banks in which they
provide funds to these banks for the purpose of making
low cost (below market rates) home improvement loans.
Minnesota's Housing Finance Agency provides low cost
Title I loans financed through state bonds. These programs
represent some of the options that local governments might
pursue to increase the availability of home improvement
financing.
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APPENDIX C

STATE AND LOCAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS

A cross-section of state and local programs
which assist property owners to finance and
pay for home improvement type activities were
examined. A summary description of these
programs follows.
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Name: HOME REHABILITATION PROGRAM When Initiated: 1975

Administering Agency

Community Development Service Center, Fall River, Massachusetts, under
contract to the Community Development Agency.

Objective or Problem Addressed

To provide direct loans to owner-occupants who want to improve their
property.

Eligibility Standards and Program Procedures

Borrowers must be owner-occupants whose income does not exceed 180% of
the median income in Fall River. The Center prepares a specification,
a cost estimate, puts 'the work out for public bid and selects and .
monitors the contractor.

Type of Benefit and Maximum Benefits

Direct loans at 4-8% interest for terms of 1-20 years are provided.
The interest rate is based on household size and the income of the
borrower as a percent of the median income. Those whose incomes are
90% of the median qualify for 4% loans. Loans for single-family
units cannot exceed $9,000, for a two-family, $6,000 a unit, and for
a three-family or more, $5,000 a unit.

Source of Funding, Amount of Funding

Funding is from CDBG funds at an annual rate of about $625,00~ of
which $70,000 is for administration. Ultimately, the program is
expected to have a self-perpetuating revolving fund.

Characteristics of Benefits and Program

The program is available on a city-wiele basis. The average loan has
been $lO,qOO and the typical interest rate 5~6%. Loans are secured
by property liens. Properties must be brought up to code.

Program Activity Since Beginning of Program

The program has made 106 loans.

Special Administrative Arrangements/Use of Title I

A local bank services the loans.
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Name: NEIGHBORHOOD REHABILITATION PROGRAM When Initiated: 1976

Administering Agency

New Haven Redevelopment Authority, New Haven, Connecticut l" /

Objective or Problem Addressed

Provide low-cost rehabilitation financing and grants for low- and
moderate-income owner-occupants of designated target areas.

Eligibility Standards and Program Procedures

There are no income limits for loans and the ability to repay must
be limited. Grants are made to low-income families whose income
does not exceed maximum income limits (1 person $8,950, family of
7, $16,700) or whose housing expenses exceed 25% of income. The
program staff draws up a work specification, puts it out to bid and
monitors the work of the contractor.

Type of Benefits and Maximum Benefits

Direct loans up to $10,000 for a single-family dwelling and $5,000
for additional units up to $25,000 for a four-family structure at
3% interest. Grants up to $5,000 are available for 100% of the
cost of the work.

Source of Funding, Amount of Funding

Funding is from CDBG funds. The whole rehabilitation program which
includes site improvements and demolitions totals $5.5 million for
1976 and 1977. Administrative costs are from a separate budget.

Characteristics of Benefits and Program

Funds are allocated on the basis of an allocation system which takes
into account needs, housing conditions, etc. Urban renewal and
code enforcement areas have the highest priority.

Program Activity Since Beginning of Program

187 loans and grants have been made since the program began. $1.5
million has been spent. }~st activity has been in the form of grants
or a combination of loans and grants.'

Special Administrative Arrangements/Use of Title I

Lending institutions service the loans for the Authority.
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Name: LOAN GUARANTEE PROGRAM When Initiated: 1975

Adm~nistering Agency

Indianapolis Redevelopment Authority, Indianapolis, Indiana
" -~~"

Objective or Prohlem Addressed

To guarantee loans made by private lenders in four target neighbor
hoods. Four banks and two savings and loans are involved in the
program.

Eligibility Standards and Program Procedures

There are no loan limits. Each guarantee is negotiated separately
between the lender and the authority. Loans are secured by liens.

Type of Benefits and Maximum Benefits

The authority guarantees 50-90% of the loan principal depending on
the credit of the borrower. Loans are made at 12% interest for up
to 10 years. Size is based on 190% of value. If the borrower
becomes delinquent, the funds on deposit can be used to make up the
delinquency or payoff the lender. The guarantee funds are placed
in a savings account or a CD is purchased.

Source of Funding, Amount of Funding

Funding is from CDBG and has a total of $1 million of which approxi
mately $700,000 is for loan guarantees.

Characteristics of Benefits and Program

Most loans are for about $5,500-6,000 for an average 8-year term.

Program Activity Since Beginning of Program

The program was established in 1975, but did not get underway'until
1977; 10 loans have been made.

Special Administrative Arrangements/Use of Title I

I
I
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I
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Name: HOME IMPROVEMENT LOAN AND GRANT PROGRAM When Initiated: 1974

Administering Agency

Minnesota Housing Finance Agency, St. Paul, Minnesota"

Objective or Problem Addressed

To provide loans, grants, and interest subsidies to lower-income
homeowners to help them make their housing decent, safe, and
sanitary, of greater market value or in conformance with state,
county or city codes.

Eligibility Standards and Program Procedures

Income cannot exceed $16,000 for loans,. $5,000 for grants. Financing
cannot be otherwise eligible on the same terms and conditions.

Type of Benefits and Maximum Benefits

Loans of up to $10,000 for terms of up to 12 years are made available
out of state bond proce~dsand insured under Title I. BMIR loans
are available based on income. Grants are available to low-income.
homeowners whose adjusted income is less than $5,000 in amounts up
to $5,000.

Source of Funding, Amount of Funding

Loan funds come from bond issues. The subsidi~s and grants from
state appropriations.

Characteristics of Benefits and Program

Loan interest varies between 1-8% depending on income. Those earning
less than $3,000, pay only 1%. Most of the loans went to homeowners
earning $10-16,000. Loans·have averaged $4,400, the loan term was
8 years"and the average interest rate 5.5%. Grants average $2,100.

Program Activity Since Beginning of Program

8900 families have been assisted with loans, 2700 with grants. The
state has issued $48 million in bonds to make improvement loans.

Special Administrative Arrangements/Use of Title I

All loans are insured under Title 1. Loans are originated by 170
public agencies and private lenders throughout the state and bought
up based upon an allocation assigned to each lender. Grants are
administered by local public agencies ..
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Name: WORCESTER HOUSING IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM When Initiated: 1977

Administering Agency

Wor~~ster Cooperation Council, Inc. (WCCI) , Worcester, Massachusetts
~ ,/

Objective or Problem Addressed

To help property owners in two target neighborhoods improve their
homes.

Eligibility Standards and Program Procedures

Property owners must live in one of the two target neighborhoods.
Properties cannot have more than 7 units,or 10 units in the case of
rooming houses. Adjusted household income cannot exceed $17,500.

Type of Benefits and Maximum Benefits

The program provides grants of 25 or 50% of the cost of improvements
up to a fixed dollar amount. Property owners with incomes of $6,000
qualify for 50% grants, all others 25%. Grants cannot exceed $2,000
for a single-family unit, $2,500 for a two-family and $3,000 for a
three-family.

Source of Funding, Amount of Funding

Funding is out of CDBG funds. In 1977 funding was $220,000, of which
$100,000 was for administration.

Characteristics of Benefits and Program

The program helps to develop cost estimates, advises on the selection
of a contractor and helps to prepare loan applications. Many of the
applicants are elderly,who qualify for the maximum grant.

Program Activity Since Beginning of Program

About 75 applications have been received. A predecessor program
operated in another neighborhood. It provided grants up to 100/~ of
cost. Several hundred loans were made under that program.

Special Administrative Arrangements/Use of Title I

Local banks have agreed to make improvement loans at 8% interest to
finance the difference between the cost of the improvements and grants.
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Name: HOUSINGRERABILITATION CONSERVATION PROGRAM When Initiated: 1971

Administering Agency

City of Cambridge, Massachusetts, through two non-profit grou~s-

Homeowner's Rehab and Riverside Cambridgeport Community Corporation
and the Cambridge Redevelopment Authority

Objective or Problem Addressed

To make loans and grants available to owner-occupants to bring
properties up to some minimum compliance with the code.

Eligibility Standards and Program Procedures

Property owner's income cannot exceed $16,000. Structures of 1-6
units are eligible. The recipient must be an owner-occupant.
Grants vary based on income and family size. A one-person household
earning $9,000 in adjusted income would be eligible for a 20% grant
of the total cost. .

Type of Benefits and Maximum Benefits

Loans are made available through private lenders at rates of 1-2%
less than the normal interest rate of 10.5-ll%,and grants up to
$3,000 are made available out of program funds.

Source of Funding, Amount of Funding

Funding is from CDBG. For fiscal year 1977, program funds were
$800,000, administrative cost $200,000.

Characteristics of Benefits and Program

Under the program homeowners are referred to lenders for loans, cost
estimating and inspection of the work is provided.

Program Activity Since Beginning of Program

850 units have been assisted at a cost of $2.3 million. The average
loan and grant has been $6,200.

Special Administrative Arrangements/Use of Title I

Approximately 30% of the loans are insured under Title I.
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Name: HOME IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM When Initiated: 1975

Administering Agency

Department of Community Development, Boston, Massachusetts

Objective or Problem Addressed

Make grants to property owners to encourage repairs and improvements.

Eligibility Standards and Program Procedures

Property owners' income cannot exceed $16,000. Properties of 1-6
units are assisted.

Type of Benefits and Maximum Benefits

Grants are limited to 20% of estimated cost or $1,000 for a single
family structure up to $3,000 for a 5-6 unit structure.

Source of Funding, Amount of Funding

For fiscal year 1977, the program's budget is $4.3 million, and the
administrative budget is $1.3 million. All funding is from CDBG
funds.

Characteristics of Benefits and Program

The program is city-wide. The program provides assistance in cost
estimating, selection of a contractor, and securing of financing.
Grants have averaged $651.

Program Activity Since Beginning of Program

Since the start of the program, approximately 11,000 grants have been
made. It is estimated that $36 million of work has been undertaken
by grant recipients.

Special Administrative Arrangements/Use of Titie I
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Name:' INTEREST REDUCTION HOME IMPROVEMENT

Administering Agency

City of Hoboken, Hoboken, New Jersey

When Initiated: 1972

Objective or Problem Addressed

To reduce the cost of financing home improvements by providing a
grant based on reducing the cost of the loan to 3%.

Eligibility Standards and Program Procedures

There are no income limits, but loan terms are limited to 6 years;
low-income property owners qualify for 9-year loans. Prioritv
is given to 1-4 family owner-occupied properties. The program
inspects the property before, during, and after the work is
completed.

Type of Benefits and Maximum Benefits

The grant is based on the amount needed to reduce financing to a
point where the payment would be similar to that of a loan at a 3%
interest rate. The maximum grant is $6,000.

Source of Funding, Amount of Funding

Proj ect funds come from the State Neighborhood Preservation Demonstra
tion Program and administrative costs are covered by CDBG funds.

Characteristics of Benefits and Program

The average grant is $2,000, and the average loan involved $8,000.
The typical loan involves a 3-unit structure. The program operates
city-wide.

Program Activity Since Beginning of Program

About 500 grants have been made.

Special Administrative Arrangements/Use of Title I

The local participating lender insures the loans under Title I.
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Name: NEIGHBORHOOD IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM When Initiated: 1975

Adminstering Agency

Old Holyoke Development Corporation, a non-profit corporation under
contract to the city of Holyoke, Massachusetts.

Objective or Problem Addressed

Make grants to property owners to encourage repairs and improvements.

Eligibility Standards and Program Procedures

Property owner's income cannot exceed $20,000. One to three unit
property owners are eligible. OHDC inspects the work and pays the
grant upon its completion.

Type of Benefits and Maximum Benefits

Grants are based on the cost of the work and vary in terms of their
size, depending on income. The grants can be as high as 30% of the
cost if the r~cipient's net income is less than $8,000, down to 15%
if the recipient's income is between $12,000-20,000.

Source of Funding, Arr,ount of Funding

Funding for 1976 is $240,000 (with a $70,000 carry-forward) and all
funding is from CDBG funds. Administrative costs are provided by
the City 'under a separate contract.

Characteristics of Benefits and Program

Grants are made only in specific target neighborhoods. About 65% of
the grants have been to property owners whose net income is less than
$8,000. The average grant is about $8,000.

Program Activity Since Beginning of Program

850 grants have been made.

Special Administrative Arrangements/Use of Title I

All 10 of the commercial banks in the City are involved in providing
financing. Banks have agreed to provide financing at 9.5%.· Only
20% of the grantees have borrowed money.
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Name: HOUSING ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS When Initiated: 1974

I
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Administering Agency

Portland Development Commission, Portland, Oregon

Objective or Problem Addressed

To provide loans of various types to finance improvements needed to
correct critical Code violations. Portland has many different loan
programs.

Eligibility Standards and Program Procedures

Loans with different payments are available to 1-4 family owner
occupants who meet the income limits ($5,470 for single households
to $8,625 for households of 6 or more). Except for the critical
maintenance program, properties must be brought up'to Code standards.

Type of Benefits and Maximum Benefits

Deferred payment loans of two types - "critical maintenance' loans" of
up to $1,500 on a city-wide basis, and deferred-payment loans of up to
$4,000 in target areas. These loans are no-interest loans and become
due .upon transfer of the property.

Source of Funding, Amount of Funding

Funding is from CDBG funds.

Characteristics of Benefits and Program

Critical maintenance loans average $1,000, def~rred payment loans
$3,200. Work write-up and inspection and supervision assistances are
provlded. The Commission also provides HCD loans, similar to 312
loans, ana has a public interest lender's program. which makes loans
using a line of bank credit based upon escrow guarantee funds. These
loans are available to owner-occupants with incomes up to $2,500 at
6.5% interest up to 20 years ..

Program Activity Since Beginning of Program

256 deferred payment loans and 315 critical maintenance loans have
been made.

Special Administrative Arrangements/Use of Title'I

Recipients of deferred payment loans may qualify to get repairs done
free through the Home Repair Program, a CETA-funded training program.
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Name: HOUSING REHABILITATION SERVICES PROGRAM When Initiated: 1975

Administering Agency

Community Development Agency, Madison, Wisconsin

Objective or Problem Addressed

To make loans of various types to low- and moderate-income owner
occupants to bring properties up to code level.

Eligibility Standards and Program Procedures

The loan program is available to owner-occupants of 1-4 family units
who don't qualify for 312 because their income is either too high or
too low. Income limits for,the deferred loan program are 135% of
the Section 8 limits, for the city loan program 125% of the adjusted
Section 8 income limits.

Type of Benefits and Maximum Benefits

Direct loans, deferred loans and grants are made available. The city
funded loans are direct 10ans up to $7,500 at 6% for terms up to 15
years. ~eferred loans are up to $3,500 ($5,000 elderly) at no interest;
the loans must be paid off when the property is sold, vacated or
transferred. Grants will be made instead of deferred payment loans
if the amount is less than $500.

Source of Funding, Amount of Funding

City funds are used to make loans for those who cannot qualify for 312
loans because their incomes are too low; deferred payment loans are
funded from CDBG funds. The budget in 1976 was $225,000.

Characteristics of Benefits and Program

City-funded loans are available city-wide but certain neighborhoods are
eligible for priority status. The program staff will develop the. work
write-up, and bid and inspect the work. Loans are available to bring
the property up to code or to undertake any non-luxury improvements.

Program Activity Since Beginning of Program

26 loans have been made under the city loan program, 8 deferred loans
have been made. The program has also processed about 150 312 loans
a year. No grants have been made.

Special Administrative Arrangements/Use of Title I
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Name: REHABILITATION LOAN AND GRANT PROGRAM When Initiated: 1975

Administering Agency

Salt Lake Redevelopment Authority, Salt Lake City, Utah

Objective or Problem Addressed

To provide loans and grants to owner-occupants in specified redevelop
ment areas.

Eligibility Standards and Program Procedures

There are no income limits on the loans but there is a maximum income
limit for grants. For a single-person household, it is $5,820 and for a
family of four $11,208. All properties must be'brought up to code
standards.

Type of Benefits and Maximum~enefits

Loans of up to $10,000 for 12 years at 0-6% interest, depending on
income and housing expenses, are provided as well as grants up to
$3,500 for those whose housing expenses exceed 25%.

Source of Funding, Amount of Funding

$500,000 has been allocated to the program in each of the last two
years out of CDBG funds. The administrative cost is about $800 per
case.

Characteristics of Benefits and Program

Recipients must live in one of two redevelopment areas. The average
grant is $3,000 and the average loan about $4,200.

Program Activity Since Beginning of Program

Approximately 30 loans and 220 grants have been made.

Special Administrative Arrangements/Use of Title I

Most loans are made. under 312 unless the borrower doesn't qualify and
the CDBG funds are used.
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